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Rj^ly 10 Exammo's Action dated Sepmnber 8, 2005 u ' 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Applicants have carefolly consid^ed this application in connection with the 
Examiner's Action and respectfiiUy request reconsideration of this application in view of the 
following remarks. 

The AppUcants originally submitted Claims 1-18 in the application. Claims 6-18 were 
withdrawn pursuant to a restriction requirement. Claim 5 has been amended in &e present response, 
Accordingly, Claims 1-5 are currently pending in the application. 

L Formal Matters and Objections 

The Examiner has objected to Claim 5 because it depends on withdrawn Claim 6. The 
Applicants have amended Claim 5 herein to depend from Claim 1 , and respectfully request that the 
^aminer wilbdraw tiio objection. 

n. Rejection of Claims 1-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,986,811 to Wohlstadter. The Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's 
rgection, because Wohlstadter fails to teach or suggest each and every limitation of indepmdent 
Claim 1. 

The Examiner incoirectly asserts that Wohlstadter anticipates the element of Claim 1, 
'"wherein the micro-lenses . . . comprise hydrogel. . With respect to this limitation, die Examiner 
states in his response, 'the office interprets the hydrophilic polymer to teach the claimed limitations." 
Page 5, line 8, The portion of Wohlstadter cited by the Examiner in his assertion states: 
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. . . traixsparetit polymers have been used to make stable micro-leDses. For example, a o ^ 



solution of impolymerizedmonomers (which are hydrophilic) will selectively adsoib i ' 



to hydrophilic domains on a dezivatized SAM surface. At that point, polymedzation i 



maybe initiated (e.g.» by heatmg). By varying the shape of the derivatized surface 



domains, the amoimt of solution on the domain, and the solution composition, a 



great variety of different lenses with different optical properties may be formed. 



Col 2. lines 55-63. This portion of Wohlstadter fails to teach hydrogel. Moreover, it does not teach 
flie equivalent of hydrogeU because it does not teach that polymerization of hydrophilic monom^s 
results in hydrogel. Even if the starting monomers are hydrophilic, this does not necessarily imply 
that the resulting polymer will be a hydrogel. Therefore, the Examiner's assertion that Wohlstadter 
anticipates tiie above-quoted element of Claim 1 is incoirect, and this passage fails to siq>port the 
Examiner's pri?fta fade case of obviousness of Claim 1 over Wohlstadter. 

With respect to the limitation of Claim 1, "wherein ttie . . . substrate oompri5e[s] hydrogel " 
the Examiner acknowledges that **Wohlstadter fails to explicitly teach the substrate is made of 
hydrogeL" Page 5. line 11. The Examiner cites column 4, lines 7-8 for its teaching that [t]he 
cohesive and adhesive properties of liquid lens 52 can be adjusted by varying the chemistry of the 
hquid material, and by varying the chemistry of surface 54.** The Bxansiner states that *^e office 
interprets die use of flie hydrophilic polymer to be included in the varied materiaL** Page 5, lines 13- 
14. The Applicants respectftilly disagree. But even ifthe cited passage were to teach that which the 
Examine asserts, such a teaching would not teach ahydrogel. Indeed, this cited portion utterly £euls 
to suggest hydrogel. It is well-established, that ^,primafacie case of obvious must include aprior ait 
teaching for each element of the invention. Since the Office Action has not cited prior art for the 
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bydrogel feature, the Office Action's application ofWohlstadter does not establish a prima fade case 



Due to the absence of a case of prima fade obviousness of Claim 1, claims 1-5 are allowable. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfiilly request that Ihe Examiner wiihdranv the rejection of Claims 
1-5 under 35 U,S.C§ 103(a) and allow issuance thereof .. .. 

m. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the Applicants now see all of the 
claims currently pending in this application to be in condition for allowance and therefore earnestly 
solicit a Notice of Allowance for Claims 1-5. 

The Applicants request the Examiner to telephone the undersigned attomcy of recoid at 
(972) 480-8800 if such would &xthex or e^q^edite the prosecution of the present application. 



of obviousness of Claim 1 . 



Respectfully submitted. 
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